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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

October  28,  1997

BEGION IX

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Mr. Michael McClel land
Department of the Navy
900 Commodore Drive
San Bruno,  CA 94066-5006

Dear Mr. McClel land:

TREATABfLXTY SrUDY FOR PARCEL C'WORK PIJAlf, HIII{TERS POnfI SHIPYARD,
SAI{ FRA}ICISCO CALIFORNIA

The Environmental Protection Ageney (EpA) has completed review of
the_subject document received october 22, Lgg7. A; you requested.,
wa have expedite,i. clui review considerabiy to meel the 

-eurreni

schedule. We_provided you.with these comments verbally during the
conference call  this morning. We expect that responses to Ehese
comments wil l  be provided prior to init iat ion of tha f ield work and
do not expect that a formal revision of the work plan will be
necessary so that we can meet the expedited schedule. please
ensure that this. approach is acceptable to DTSC as they were unable
to par t ic ipate in  the ca1I .

We are directing this letter to your at.tention because of the
overlap with the reuse of the base, part icularly the basewide FOSL
which will include findings for buildings overlying vinyl chloride
grroundwater plumes. As you know, we are concerned with the
potential pathway for vapors to migrate into the building and
eTposg workers to unacceptable levels inside the building. rn
addit ion to this potential future.exposure, we also understanding
Lhat tenants are currently occupying some of Ehese buildings. w;
anticipate that current exposures to vinyl chloride are acceptable
based on the passive gas sampling that was previously performed in
the buirdings (this wil l  be confj.rmed as part of the soil  gas
survey). llowever, the Narry should take appropriate precautions
during _t!9 implementation of_ the- air sparging so t,hat occupants of
the buj-ldings are not exposed t-o hazardous levels shor:Ld suif i,eieni
vaporj.zation occur dgring the pi lot study. We also understand that
the use of the building over IR-36 may be different than what was
ident i f ied in  thg or ig ina l  bu i ld ing speci f ic  FOSL ( i .e .  s torage
only) and as such, this FosL may not represent actual exposuie
condit ions. This should be evaluated by the BCT and remedied as
appropriate. If you have any questions regarding these comments
p lease  ca l l  me  a t  (415 )  744 -2387 .""ffi*

Project ManagerRemedial

Printed oa Recycled Paper
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o C C : Ms. Claire Trombadore, EPA
Dr,  Dan Stra lka,  EPA
Ms. Cynthia Wetmore, EPA
Mr. Chein Kao, DTSC
Ms, Glenna Clark, Navy
Mr.  J im Sick les,  Tetra-Tech
Mr. Richard Powell,  Nary
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,o EOI{MENTS ON THE DREFT WORK PLA}I
PARCEL C TREATABTIJITY STUDY AETIVTTTES

IIT'NTERS POXTfiT SHTPYARD

General Comment,e:

1. Addit ionar discussion is needed to describe how the
effectiveness of As/svE performance wil l  be assessed,
particularly trow the stripping of VOCs by AS and their capture
by the SVE wil l  be estimated. For each technology the Work
Plan indicates how the radius of influence (ROI) an-d physical
operation of tshe various wells/vents wil l  be assessed,
however, is it not clear how the VOCs mobilized by the AS will
be assessed, or how the SVE measurements will show that, VOCs
result from the AS rather than from SVE alone. Please also
consider and discuss whether there is vadose zone
contamination that will result in VOC capture by the SVE even
i f  the AS is  inef fect ive.

2. I t  is not apparent how the spread of vOCs Ehrough soils ( i f
they are not captured by the SVE) wil l  be detecled. please
clarify whether a second soil gas Eurvey during the combined
As/svE test will be conducted to show t,ha{ the lateral
distr ibution of VoCs is similar to the baseline, t,hereby
supPorti!9 the inference that the SVE syrstem is capturing th6
mobil ized VOCs

3.  Prease d iscuss how,  i f  a t  a l l ,  the uneven a i r f low though
conduits in the f i l l  areas can be assessed. It  appears ttr i t
the potential presence of such material pr--ents t,he
possibi l i ty for preferentiaL channeling of contaminants to the
atmosphere.

4. AII _obj-eetives for al l  _aspects of the treatabil i ty study
. should be clearly stated and discussed in section 1. r 'ol

example, the objective of the soiI,  soi l  vapor, and
groundwater sampling at Ru-5 is not discussed. rt is also
inappropriat.e to present;a new objective (refining t.he indoor
a i r  mode l )  i n  Sec t i on  6 .2 .

5. Please consi-der using trThe Guide for Conducting Treatabil i ty
St.udies Under CERCLA; Soil  Vapor Extraction,, '  Interim
Guidance, September 1991 to define t.he criteria for success or
fa i lure of  the tests .

A ver t ica l  gas prof i le  in
not only the contaminant
organic carbon needs to be
wells and determine where

Ehe areas of concern analyzing for
constituents but also CO, 02 and
done to refine the placement of the
the gas is coming from. A similar
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situaLion at Alameda NAs found a gas restr ict ing rayer at.
about 1 meter which was not visible from the soii  logs
(Lawrence Bgrkeley Lab LBL-3776} ,  vc-402 Nov 1995) ,  buE i t

Hunter 's  Point  we don' t  know i f  th is  type of  rayer  ex is ts .

7. The soil  gas sampling should be done using Summa canisters to
achieve the lowest detection l imits. Tha f irst. half of the
report refers to Tedlar bags, the last to Summa canist,ers. f t
should read Summa canisters throughout.

8. Fi+al1y, ds the treatment of the removed gas is by catalyt ic
oxidation, the detai ls of the system shoula Ue providea to epa
so that the unit does not produce dioxins in the waste stream
as vras the problem with a SVE unit at Edwards AFB.

SpecifLc ComentE

1. Section 2.4-,. ?1g" 4, paragrap_he l and 2. The f irst paragraph
indicates f ierd monitoring of Do, pH, specif ic conbuctiqc;,
and temperature at "monitoring, pointsT while the second
paragraph indiqates that groundwater samples will be analyzed.
in Ehe f ield for Do, oRp, nitr i te, sulf ide, and ferrous iron
at RU-4, RU-s, RU-5 and a bac.kground location. Please clarify
whether the monitoring points referred to in these tw6
paragraphs are the same and explain why the analytical
parameters are not the same for aIl  such points.

Section 3.3.1_,_ Page 5, paragraph 1. P1ease explain what wiII
keep the Teflon tubing from corrapsing efther from soir
pressure or as the grout hardens. Also explain how wil l  the
tubing wil l  be removed at the end of testing ir i t  is grouted
in  p lace .

secEion 3.3.1,  Page 6,  paragrapb^ 2.  The text  s tates that ,  the
spacing of t tre soi l  vapor probes is based upon estimated
radius of inf luence (Ror) of the s\rE vents. please d.iscuss
the basis  for  the est imated Ror .  L ikewise prease ind icate the
basis for selection of piezometer locationJ for monitoring air
sparg ing.

EPA suggests. that an addit ional soir vapor probe at a distance
of 5 or 10 feet beyond the expected ROI be added.

seet ion 3.3.3,  Page 8,  paragraph 3.  p lease be cer ta in  to  cap
the sawed-off vents, al l  vapor probes, and air sparging well i
t,hat remain in the ground so that the open conduils 

-to 
the

atmosphere wil l  be el iminated. otherwise, every t ime a low
pressure system moveE through, vocs, including vinyl chloride,
wil l  be vented to the atmosphere or to the air within a
bui ld ing.

Sect ion 3.3.4,  Page 9,  paragraph 3.  The text  s tates that  i f
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the dril l ing indicates that the bedrock is inadequate for an
As werr, a second attempt wil l be made at a new location.
Please discuss the criteria for bedrock competency for
purposes of the As well and discuss who wilr makd this
determination.

Sect ion 3.3.4,  Page 9,  laEt paragraph. The text  indicates that
at Ru-6 subsurface cray layers may affect tshe airf low
distribution. Please discuss the l ikelihood that these clay
layers may direct cont,aminated air laterarry outside of tha
svE capture zone and result in discharge to the atmosphere.

sect ion 3.4.2.  Page 15. prease speci fy the purpose of  soi l
sampl:,1g_at RU-S and discuss why the soil sampting meLhod. for
RU-s differs from that for RU-2, RU-4 and RU-6.

seetion 3.5, Page 17. Accotding to the text, the soir Vapor
Siurvey is intended to provide data orepresentative of current
conditj.onso. Prease consider whether it would be appropriate
to fgpeat this survey during the As/svE tesL to iitempt to
verify_,that. the As/svE system is not spreading the vocs
laterally t,hrough the vadose zone. Also, please clarify
whether the soil gas monitoring points remain in place aftel
the survey

seetion 3.5, pagg 18.. The secon.d paragraph states that samples
ri] l be _ "poured" into sample containers, however samlres
collect.ed by pu_mping are not ,,poured. r collecting voc sam|les
with.a per istal t , ic  pump wi l l  l ikely resul t  in lLss of  v-ocs,
part icularry.-v inyr chlor ide,  which is extremely volat i le.
Please describe the sampling procedure which wirl be used to
minimize loss of  VOCs.

Seet ion 4.2,  Page 20. I t  is  t rue that Remedy Screening
studies require less stringent eA/ec than Remedy selectioi
studies. rt appears that these are Remedy selectibn studies,
therefore more stlingent Deo's and eA/oc procedures may apply.
Prease indicate.crearly what l-evel applfes to this siuay-ana
how the appropriate QA/QC level wi1l be achieved.

sectLone 6 .2 and 5.3 . The ref inement of the ind,oor air model
is f irst mentioned as an objective of the study in these
sect ions.  This object ive should be discussed in sect ion j_.
Please clarify whether there is a concern that the As/svE
operation wil l mobil ize contaminants to basements/building
spaces. rf so, this heightens the potential significance oi
efforts to verify capture of vocs by the s\rE Jystem. A1so,
please describe how moisture content and burk density are key
to refining this model.
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